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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a Final Office Action in response to communications received 01/16/08. 
Claims 1, 4, 15, 19, 30, 92, and 96 have been amended. Claims 47 and 59 have been canceled. 
Claims 1, 4-11, 13-15, 18-30, 48-49, 51, 57-58, 60, 62, 92-93, and 96-98 are pending. 



Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's amendments and cancellation of claim 59 are sufficient to overcome the 35 USC 
1 12, second paragraph, rejections set forth in the previous office action. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 60 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 60 recites "the method of claim 59". However, claim 59 has been canceled and 
therefore there is improper antecedent basis for claim 60. Correction is required. For 
examination purposes, examiner has construed claim 60 as being dependent on claim 30. 
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Claim Objections 

6. Claims 19-29 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 19 recites "report is constrained one or more constraints comprising at least one 
of which appears to have a grammatical error. Claim 19 should more appropriately recite report 
is constrained by. one or more constraints comprising at least one of. Correction is required. 

Claims 20-29 depend from claim 19 and therefore are also objected to for the same 
reasons set forth above with respect to claim 19. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

8. Claims 1, 4-10, 18-20, and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated 
by Rosenthal et al. (U.S. 2002/0133502). 

As per claim 1, Rosenthal et al. teaches a computer implemented method for surveying a 
plurality of users with a sequence of questions that is automatically tailored per user, comprising 
the steps of: 

creating for each of said users a corresponding user profile containing a tailored sequence 
of questions and corresponding answers (See paragraphs 22-3, 26-7, 33, 75, 95-102, 110, 1 14, 
wherein a user profile is created using reply data to a set of tailored and dynamically built 
questions, such as a set of initial questions); 
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associating said each user with at least one affinity group (See paragraphs 23-29, 33, 72, 
75-6, 84, 113-5, 134-5, wherein the user profile is associated with sets of questions that are like 
or are correlated with the questions and answers in the participant's profile. The user's profile is 
associated with the subsequent question sets based on like profile parameters. Rosenthal et al. 
discloses matched population groups in paragraphs 128 and 134-5); 

presenting each user with a sequence of questions from a source containing a plurality of 
different questions, said sequence of questions and order of each question in said sequence of 
questions being independently, asynchronously, and dynamically tailored for each and every user 
on an individual basis determined responsive to both an answer received from each individual 
user to a question previously presented to said individual user and a particular affinity to which a 
profile of said individual user is associated (See paragraphs 23-29, 33, 72, 75-6, 84, 113-5, 134- 
5, wherein sets of questions are fed to the user based on the user's profile parameters, but the 
questions within that set are branched and orders dynamically based on the user's answers to the 
set of questions); 

storing said user profile of said each user (See figure 4, paragraphs 75, 65-102). 

Further, as for the limitation "if an association between a user profile and said at least one 
affinity group does not exist, then creating at least one new affinity group for said user profile, 
each affinity group containing at least one user profile", Rosenthal et al. teaches the situation 
where the affinity group does exist. As currently recited, this limitation is recited in the 
alternative and thus does not occur in cases where the methodology does have appropriate 
existing affinity groups. 



Application/Control Number: 10/748,968 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3623 

As per claim 4, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein said at least one particular subsequent 
question from said sequence collection of questions is presented because of popularity of said 
subsequent questions within said particular affinity group (See paragraphs 23-29, 33, 72, 75-6, 
84, 113-5, 134-5, wherein sets of questions are fed to the user based on the user's profile 
parameters. Rosenthal et al. discloses matched population groups in paragraphs 128 and 134-5). 

As per claim 5, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein at least one question is capable of 
receiving an answer from said user that comprises an open text (See paragraphs 81-4 and 111). 

As per claim 6, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein said open text allows said user to add a 
new answer value for said question (See paragraph 134, wherein participant replies are captured 
and added to the answers database, and then used for future day to day operations). 

As per claim 7, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein said new answer is used as one of a 
plurality of possible answers to said question when said question is subsequently posed to a 
second user (See paragraph 134, wherein participant replies are captured and added to the 
answers database, and then used for future day to day operations). 

As per claim 8, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein a question comprises at least two 
possible answers (See paragraph 81, table 2, and figure 3a, wherein there are at least two inputs 
allowed for a question). 

As per claims 9, Rosenthal et al. does not expressly disclose and Williams et al. teaches 
wherein said user may select more than one answer to said question (See column 2, line 50- 
column 3, line 10, column 6, lines 50-65, column 7, lines 5-30, wherein the user may enter 
multiple skills/qualification or multiple locations, etc.). 
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As per claim 10, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein the at least two possible answers are 
presented because of popularity of an answer within said particular affinity group or combination 
of said affinity groups (See paragraph 134, wherein answers are captured in an answer database 
and reused). 

As per claim 18, Rosenthal et al. teaches providing a report (See paragraphs 30, 134-5, 
which discloses providing a report). 

As per claim 19, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein generation of said report is constrained 
one or more constraints comprising at least one of: an attribute of said user profile; and a 
reporting goal (See figures 7a-b and paragraphs 1 34-5, wherein the report has a reporting goal). 

As per claim 20, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein said goal comprises at least one of a 
profile attribute value or a range of profile attribute values (See figures 7a-b, paragraphs 134-5). 

As per claim 27, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein said goal is any of a personal goal, 
wherein said personal goal is a result of a plurality of user inputs pertaining to personal 
aspirations; and an external goal, wherein said external goal is a result of a plurality of 
arbitrary inputs (See figures 7a-b and paragraphs 20, 30, 134-5, wherein the report has a 
reporting goal that provides information particularly interesting to the participant or about the 
participant). 

As per claim 28, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein said aggregated information comprises 
statistical information (See paragraphs 134-5, wherein the report has statistical information). 

As per claim 29, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein a report resulting from a personal 
goal comprises a comparison of a user having said user profile to at least one of a plurality of 
user profiles; and an affinity group (See figures 7a-b and paragraphs 20, 30, 134-5, wherein the 
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report has a reporting goal that provides information particularly interesting to the participant or 
about the participant. See also paragraphs 134-5, which discloses matched populations based on 
answer databases). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 11, 13-15, 21-26, 30, 48-49, 51, 57-58, 60, 62, 92-93, and 96-98 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rosenthal et al. (U.S. 2002/0133502) in view 
of Williams et al. (U.S. 6,618,734). 

As per claim 1 1 and 13-14, Rosenthal discloses that an answer is not entered or is invalid 
(See paragraphs 112, wherein an answer is not entered or is invalid). However, Rosenthal et al. 
does not expressly disclose teaches filtering said user profile, wherein said filtering comprises 
the application of a rules engine that compares said user profile to a set of predefined criteria 
(See column 2, lines 35-50, column 4, lines 10-19, column 5, lines 55-67, column 8, lines 25-45, 
wherein the user's profile is sorted by the system using predefined criteria stored in the system) 
wherein said filtering step further comprises the step of modifying an answer to said question 
based on at least consistency with answers of said particular affinity group or combination of 
said affinity groups (See column 7, lines 5-25, wherein the user modifies an answer). Further, 
Williams et al. teaches wherein said modification comprises at least one of omission of said 
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answer, and tagging said user profile as inactive (See column 7, lines 5-25, wherein the user 
modifies an answer based on omission of said answer). 

Both Williams et al. and Rosenthal et al. disclose systems where users are asked 
questions and the answers are collected via a computer. Rosenthal et al. discloses user profiles 
being associated with sets of questions that are like or are correlated with the questions and 
answers in the participant's profile. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify the answer when it appears to be in error in order to more 
accurately create a profile of the user. 

As per claim 15, Rosenthal et al. teaches a knowledge base that continues to update from 
answers received from users (See paragraphs 128 and 134-5). However, Rosenthal et al. does 
not expressly disclose periodically creating a new affinity group by associating at least one user 
profile to said new affinity group. Williams et al. teaches periodically creating a new affinity 
group by associating at least one user profile to said new affinity group (See figure 3, column 2, 
lines 50-65, column 3, lines 30-55, column 6, lines 30-35 and 50-60, column 7, lines 5-25, 
wherein the user is associated with at least one grouping of job positions based on his/her 
answers to questions. See column 8, lines 15-50, wherein a group of best matches is formed). 

Both Williams et al. and Rosenthal et al. disclose systems where users are asked 
questions and the answers are collected via a computer. Rosenthal et al. discloses user profiles 
being associated with sets of questions that are like or are correlated with the questions and 
answers in the participant's profile, as well as matched population groups. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to create new affinity 
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groups in the system of Rosenthal et al. in order to more efficiently question users of the system. 
See paragraphs 20 and 30 of Rosenthal et al. 

As per claim 21, Rosenthal et al. discloses matched populations (paragraph 134), but does 
not expressly disclose and Williams et al. discloses weighting said constraints to provide a 
match score (See column 2, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 50-60, and column 8, lines 40-50). 

Both Williams et al. and Rosenthal et al. disclose systems where users are asked 
questions and the answers are collected via a computer. Rosenthal et al. discloses generating 
reports and statistics, as well as analyzing matched populations. Williams et al. discloses 
weighting said constraints to provide a match score. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include providing a match score in the 
matched populations Rosenthal et al. in order to more efficiently generate statistics for reporting 
purposes. 

As per claim 22, Rosenthal et al. teaches wherein providing said report comprising the 
steps of matching between at least a matchfield of said goal and a corresponding matchfield of at 
least one of an affinity group and a user profile (See paragraphs 29-30, 134-5). However, 
Rosenthal et al. does not expressly disclose generating a match score. 

Williams et al. discloses generating a match score (See column 2, lines 20-40, column 6, 
lines 50-60, and column 8, lines 40-50). 

Both Williams et al. and Rosenthal et al. disclose systems where users are asked 
questions and the answers are collected via a computer. Rosenthal et al. discloses generating 
reports and statistics, as well as analyzing matched populations. Williams et al. discloses 
weighting said constraints to provide a match score. It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include providing a match score in the 
matched populations Rosenthal et al. in order to more efficiently generate statistics for reporting 
purposes. 

As per claims 23-26, Rosenthal et al. does not expressly disclose and Williams et al. 
discloses determining at least one best match from a plurality of possible matches and arranging 
matches by order of match score, said order being grouped to at least two levels of matches, 
based on said score (See column 2, line 60-column 3, line 10, column 5, line 65-column 6, line 5, 
column 8, lines 28-45, wherein best matches are determined. See also column 4, lines 10-19, 
column 9, lines 35-45, wherein the user is scored and is either considered a best match or is 
considered not suited for the position). Williams et al. further teaches providing an aggregated 
score for said matching step and weighting the importance of including said match in said report 
(See column 2, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 50-60, column 8, lines 40-50) and classifying each 
match score as one of deterministic to meeting said goal; and non-deterministic to meeting said 
goal (See column 4, lines 10-19, column 8, lines 20-45, and column 9, lines 35-45, wherein the 
score reflects that the user satisfies the criteria). 

Both Williams et al. and Rosenthal et al. disclose systems where users are asked 
questions and the answers are collected via a computer. Rosenthal et al. discloses generating 
reports and statistics, as well as analyzing matched populations. Williams et al. discloses 
weighting said constraints to provide a match score. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include providing a match score in the 
matched populations Rosenthal et al. in order to more efficiently generate statistics for reporting 
purposes. 
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Claim 30 recites substantially similar limitations as claim 1. Therefore, claim 30 is 
rejected using the same art and rationale set forth above with respect to claim 1 . However, while 
Rosenthal et al. teaches application of his questioning scheme to a variety of fields such as 
medicine and health care, advertisements, self improvement, and inventory control (See pages 
11-12), Rosenthal et al. does not expressly discloses that said affinity group comprises 
compensation. 

Williams et al. discloses compensation (See column 4, lines 60-65, and column 10, lines 
10-20, wherein the survey has to do with compensation). 

Rosenthal et al. discloses that the_qucstioning scheme can be applied to a variety of fields 
such as medicine and health care, advertisements, self improvement, and inventory control. 
Williams et al. teaches questioning users about compensation. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply the questioning scheme of 
Rosenthal et al. to compensation in order to more efficiently and dynamically capture 
information in this field. 

As per claims 48-51, while Rosenthal et al. teaches application of his questioning scheme 
to a variety of fields such as medicine and health care, advertisements, self improvement, and 
inventory control (See pages 11-12), Rosenthal et al. does not expressly discloses that said 
affinity group comprises compensation. 

Williams et al. discloses compensation (See column 4, lines 60-65, and column 10, lines 
10-20, wherein the survey has to do with compensation) and further discloses providing a 
compensation report, wherein said compensation report is constrained by a reporting goal and 
said goal comprises a desired compensation (See column 4, lines 60-65, column 10, lines 10-40, 
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wherein a compensation report is provided reflecting costs and benefits and constrained by 
factors set forth by the employer/client). 

Rosenthal et al. discloses that the_questioning scheme can be applied to a variety of fields 
such as medicine and health care, advertisements, self improvement, and inventory control. 
Williams et al. teaches questioning users about compensation. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply the questioning scheme of 
Rosenthal et al. to compensation in order to more efficiently and dynamically capture 
information in this field. 

Claims 57 and 58 are substantially similar to claims 27 and 30, respectively, and are 
therefore rejected using the same art and rationale set forth above. 

As per claim 60, Rosenthal et al. teaches statistical information (See paragraphs 134-5). 
However Rosenthal et al. does not expressly disclose average compensation. 

Williams et al. discloses compensation (See column 4, lines 60-65, and column 10, lines 
10-20, wherein the survey has to do with compensation) and further discloses average 
compensation (See column 10, lines 5-35, wherein average salary is discussed). 

Rosenthal et al. discloses that the questioning scheme can be applied to a variety of fields 
such as medicine and health care, advertisements, self improvement, and inventory control. 
Williams et al. teaches questioning users about compensation. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply the questioning scheme of 
Rosenthal et al. to compensation in order to more efficiently and dynamically capture 
information in this field. 
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As per claim 62, Rosenthal et al. does not expressly disclose and Williams et al. discloses 
Williams et al. discloses compensation (See column 4, lines 60-65, and column 10, lines 10-20, 
wherein the survey has to do with compensation). However, Williams et al. does not expressly 
disclose annual salary. 

Rosenthal et al. discloses that the questioning scheme can be applied to a variety of fields 
such as medicine and health care, advertisements, self improvement, and inventory control. 
Williams et al. teaches questioning users about compensation. Examiner takes Official Notice 
that annual salary is a well known employment statistic. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply the questioning scheme of Rosenthal 
et al. to compensation in order to more efficiently and dynamically capture information in this 
field. 

As per claim 92, Rosenthal et al. and Williams et al. teach claim 92 for the same reasons 
set for above with respect to claims 30, 11, 13, and 48. Rosenthal et al. further discloses: 

presenting each user a sequence of questions that is independently, asynchronous, and 
dynamically tailored for each and every user of the plurality of users on an individual basis from 
a source containing a plurality of different questions, each user's answers to each of said 
sequence of questions determining, an affinity of said user, wherein each affinity group 
comprises a plurality of user profiles (See paragraphs 22-3, 26-7, 33, 75, 95-102, 110, 1 14, 
wherein a user profile is created using reply data to a set of tailored and dynamically built 
questions, such as a set of initial questions. See paragraphs 23-29, 33, 72, 75-6, 84, 113-5, 134-5, 
wherein sets of questions are fed to the user dynamically); 
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receiving answers from each said user (See paragraphs 22-3, 26-7, 33, 75, 95-102, 110, 
114, wherein a user profile is created from received answers); 

storing said sequence of questions and corresponding answers in a unique user profile for 
each user (See paragraphs 22-3, 26-7, 33, 75, 95-102, 1 10, 1 14, wherein a user profile is created. 
See figure 4, paragraphs 75, 65-102); 

determining if a corresponding affinity group exists for said user profile and, if so, 
associating said user profile with at least one or more affinity groups (See paragraphs 23-29, 33, 
72, 75-6, 84, 113-5, 134-5, wherein the user profile is associated with sets of questions that are 
like or are correlated with the questions and answers in the participant's profile. The user's 
profile is associated with the subsequent question sets based on like profile parameters. 
Rosenthal et al. discloses matched population groups in paragraphs 128 and 134-5); 

wherein determining an appropriate next question for said sequence of questions to be 
presented to said user on an individual basis, said appropriate next question, and a specific order 
in which said sequence of said questions are presented to each said user, being determined on an 
individual, user-by-user basis based on at least a particular affinity group or combination of 
affinity groups to which said user profile is associated and an answer to a previously presented 
question (See paragraphs 23-29, 33, 72, 75-6, 84, 1 13-5, 134-5, wherein sets of questions are fed 
to the user based on the user's profile parameters, but the questions within that set are branched 
and orders dynamically based on the user's answers to the set of questions). 

Further, as for the limitation "otherwise creating at least one new affinity group and 
associating said user profile with said new affinity group", Rosenthal et al. teaches the situation 
where the affinity group does exist. As currently recited, this limitation is recited in the 
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alternative and thus does not occur in cases where the methodology does have appropriate 
existing affinity groups. 

Claim 93 teaches substantially similar limitations to claim 15 and is therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale set forth above. 

Claim 96 is substantially similar to claim 10 and is therefore rejected using the same art 
and rationale set forth above. 

As per claim 97, Rosenthal et al. discloses querying any of a database of a plurality of 
user profiles and a database of a plurality of affinity groups for a statistical report (See 
paragraphs 134-5). 

Claim 98 is substantially similar to claim 62 and is therefore rejected using the same art 
and rationale set forth above. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Bensemana (U.S. 2001/0044739) teaches a system that creates a user profile by asking 
questions tailored to the industry in which the user is associated. A base profile is established 
through a questionnaire and then updated using tailored questions. 

Green (U.S. 6,701,322) teaches a computer based questioning system that includes 
branching questions, where a question and answer database is established. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BETH VAN DOREN whose telephone number is (571)272-6737. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 571-272-6729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 

like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 

information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/B. V. D./ 
April 28, 2008 

/Beth Van Doren/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



